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Washington, D.C. '
Dear Judi:
In cases where the risk assessment'deviates from our guidelines, it
is probably wise to be as clear as possible regarding our concerns.
While we do not object to your approach, some points should be made
to indicate our position. Please do not view these as an exhaus-
tive representation, but rather as a general perspective.
• It should be made very clear that contamination levels at any

point do not represent contamination either upgrade or down-
grade. In addition, levels at a site boundary cannot be ex-
pected to characterise full temporal aspects of the site.

• Contamination at any one location cannot be assumed to repre-
sent either primary or secondary sources either upgrade or,
downgrade.

• It should be clear that any remedial plans resulting from the
risk assessment may require additional sampling to fully char-
acterize 'hot spots'.

• As you know, reviewers have questioned the adequacy .and auffi-
ency of the data. While these questions may never be fully
satisfied, basing removal action decisions on the data in hand
should err on the conservative side.

• Extrapolating from the sampling points to the site as a whole
is probably not going to be possible with your approach. That
is why we prefer the 95% UCL and a 'go/no go' decision will
likely be difficult. If possible, we would like to see a
screening calculation using the 95% UCL as an appendix to the
risk assessment portion of the document. ,

We have no quarrel with your intended use of tte sample-specific-
point approach, but merely want you to understand bur position and
Views. As you may guess, we will review the results very conserva-
tively.

_ JSincerely,

Robert S. Davis, Biologist
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